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ABSTRACT 
This study explored emotional intelligence (EQ) from both a self- and others-focused 
perspective.  Two moderated mediation models were conceptualised for the study.  
Conceptual Model 1 explored the relationship between task conflict, task crafting, self-
focused EQ, and in-role performance; Conceptual Model 2 explored the relationship between 
relational conflict, relational crafting, others-focused EQ, and extra-role performance.  The 
study aimed to investigate the mediating effects of job crafting on the relationship between 
workplace conflict and performance.  Additionally, EQ was explored as a moderator of the 
posed mediation relationships.  This was a quantitative, cross-sectional study, in which data 
were gathered using an online survey, and subsequently analysed using Hayes PROCESS 
analysis in SPSS.  The survey comprised the Intragroup Conflict Scale (ICS), the Job 
Crafting Questionnaire (JCQ), the Rotterdam Emotional Intelligence Scale (REIS), and a 
shortened version of the Performance Scale (PS).  Data were gathered from 293 employees 
across various industries in South Africa.  Results showed that task crafting mediates the 
relationship between task conflict and in-role performance; other-focused EQ moderates the 
relationships between task conflict and in-role performance; and self-focused EQ proved to 
have a stronger effect on the relationship between task conflict, task crafting, and in-role 
performance in the second stage.  Specifically, these results implied that not being able to 
regulate one’s own emotions (i.e. low levels of self-focused EQ) during times of increased 
task conflict still results in increased in-role performance when employees craft their tasks.  
Therefore, we can assume that crafting plays a very important role in regulating the effects of 
conflict on in-role performance, especially if one is less able to regulate one’s self-focused 
EQ.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Introduction and problem statement  
Workplace conflict is inevitable, “…where there are people there are problems” 
(Patterson, 2010, p. 542).  Jehn and Mannix (2001), reported that low levels of respect and 
cohesiveness are to be expected in situations where employees are required to work together.  
Workplace conflict is a result of differences or misconceptions between two or more group 
members (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008).  Conflict has been found to have a negative 
relationship with performance (De Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012), and inhibits employees’ ability 
to be flexible and creative, due to inducing stress (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003).  In order for 
organisations to thrive they require proactive and high-performing employees (Jackson, 
2014) who can effectively deal with workplace conflict.  
Research surrounding workplace conflict within corporate South Africa is limited; 
however, a study by Combrink (2014) concluded that the biggest cost of conflict within 
South African organisations is lack of productivity.  In order to offer applicability to the 
workplace, this study explored conflict from both a task- and a relational perspective.  Task 
conflict involves all task-related challenges or disagreements encountered at work (Desivilya, 
Somech, & Lidgoster, 2010; De Dreu & Weingart, 2003), while relational conflict is the 
interpersonal problems that exist amongst co-workers (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003).  
Organisations are not able to fully micro-manage employee relations (Augustine, Payne, 
Sencindiver, & Woodcock, 2005); therefore, it is important to identify underlying factors 
(e.g. building rapport amongst colleagues or allowing flexibility in altering a task procedure) 
that could assist employees in managing their workplace conflict in order to perform 
optimally.  Previous research further suggests that employees should take responsibility for 
enabling workplace behaviour, e.g., well-being (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2015), especially 
during conflict (Boyd, 2007).   
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Furthermore, organisations should be committed to both enabling and subsequently 
expecting employees to adapt in order to perform in a changing economy (Grant & Ashford, 
2008).  A positive workplace behaviour that can be promoted by both employee and 
employer is job crafting.  The act of job crafting involves the proactive behaviour of 
employees, which entails moulding the task-, relational, and cognitive aspects of their job 
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).  Previous research confirmed that job crafting positively 
impacts job performance (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012), and that 
employees who have opportunities for advocacy, inquiry, and task focus (e.g., job crafting) 
perform better (Bakker & Bal, 2010).  Studies have explored the relationships of job crafting, 
to work engagement, and performance (Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012; Hakanen, Perhoniemi, 
& Toppinen-Tanner, 2008), and found that employees who engage in job crafting are more 
engaged in their work and show increased job performance.  
The Job Demands Control (JDC) Model (Karasek, 1979) holds that all employees 
face workplace demands to which they respond with levels of control, both of which 
consequently affect their work experience.  They may participate in behaviours, such as job 
crafting, that will lead to improved conflict regulation if it will help them perform.  Job 
performance is crucial for organisations, as it presents both employer and employee with 
benefits such as remaining competitive in their respective industries and job roles (Falola, 
Osibanjo, & Ojo, 2014).  As workplace conflict has a detrimental effect on an organisation’s 
performance (Mwangi & Ragui, 2013), the present study advocates that encouraging job-
crafting behaviour could lessen the effects of workplace conflict on employee job 
performance.  
When employees are experiencing stressors at work, their ability to regulate their 
emotions may act as a beneficial antecedent to overcoming stress (O'Boyle, Humphrey, 
Pollack, Hawver, & Story, 2011).  Therefore, it is argued here that in the process of job 
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crafting to deal with conflict, employees may perform even better when they are able to 
appropriately regulate their emotions throughout this process.  In this regard, Lovelace, 
Shapiro, and Weingart (2001) and Bodtker and Jameson (2001) found that conflict evokes 
strong emotions.  Individuals which display greater levels of emotional intelligence are better 
equipped to handle conflict at work (Morrison, 2008), while Yukl (2002) posits that 
emotionally intelligent individuals exhibit self-control, effective communication skills, and 
self-awareness.  
Understanding these attributes (e.g. self-control, effective communication skills and 
self-awareness) may aid in the understanding of employee needs and interests.  Possessing 
these attributes enhances individuals’ ability to respond appropriately during conflict (Erkutlu 
& Chafra, 2012).  Pekaar and colleagues further explored the concept of self-focused and 
others-focused emotional intelligence (EQ) (Pekaar et al., 2018), which may support 
productivity and subsequent performance at work.  With self-focused EQ, people are able to 
invest in and participate in workplace behaviours that will aid them, while others-focused EQ 
may assist employees in participating in workplace behaviours that support achievement of 
the overall team- and organisational goals (Salovey & Mayer, 1990).  
In light of this, the contribution of the study could be to assist organisations in 
understanding the underlying factors of EQ and job crafting, and the beneficial role these 
play in how employees manage conflict in order to perform at work.   
1.2 Objectives of the study 
This study aims to investigate the impact that employees’ emotional intelligence has 
on their use of job crafting as a means of dealing with conflict, in order to perform 
effectively.  This study will examine the effect of job crafting on performance, and whether a 
  
16 
 
certain level of EQ may strengthen the positive effects that job crafting has on employee 
performance.  
More specifically, the research objectives of this study are as follows: 
• To determine the relationships between conflict, job crafting, and performance; 
• To identify the indirect effect of conflict on job performance through job crafting; and 
• To explore the moderating effect of self- and others-focused emotional intelligence in 
the process of conflict, job crafting, and performance.  
 
1.3 Conclusion 
This chapter introduced the four main constructs of this study and contextualised their 
role in the workplace.  Previous research surrounding these constructs was briefly discussed, 
in order to further understand relationships between these variables.  These relationships were 
further stated as research objectives, which will aid in constructing a conceptual model to 
further understand the process being explored.  The succeeding chapter provides a detailed 
literature review of the above-mentioned constructs and their effects on one another.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE STUDY 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter gives a detailed account of the extant literature on the current study’s 
four main constructs: conflict, job crafting, EQ, and performance.  The study was also 
grounded in a theoretical framework, which is comprehensively discussed in this chapter.  
Lastly, existing relationships amongst the constructs are explored, from which the hypotheses 
for the study were formulated.  
2.2 Job Demands‒Control Model 
Karasek (1979) developed a model of the relationship between job demands and job 
controls in understanding employee strain, the Job Demands‒Control (JDC) Model. Karasek 
understood jobs to be made up of these two significant characteristics, and, by 
conceptualising their relationship, related these to increased performance.  Job demands 
include aspects of the job which exert both physical and psychological pressure on the 
employee, such as working hours, task difficulty and emotional labour (Theorell, Karasek, & 
Eneroth, 1990).  Job control is the autonomy that employees have to regulate and organise 
their work.  De Bruin and Taylor (2006) defined control as an employee’s level of autonomy 
in overall workplace decision-making.  
The JDC is underpinned by the notion that employees’ work is composed of different 
demands and accompanying levels of control, which affect their work experience (Karasek, 
1979).  According to the model, low levels of job control and high levels of job demands 
result in the negative effect of high job strain.  However, jobs with both high demand and 
high control result in employee well-being, as these employees are more active in their roles 
(Salanova, Peiró, & Schaufeli, 2002).   
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Task- and relational conflict have been identified as job demands (De Bruin & Taylor, 
2006) that are perceived as threatening to an employee’s competence (Rispens & Demerouti, 
2016).  This, in turn, creates a situation to which an employee must find a solution, thus 
further enforcing the notion that conflict is a demand placed on an employee.  Skills 
discretion and decision-making authority form part of the factors of job control (Theorell & 
Karasek, 1996; Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2003).  These job-control factors focus on 
employees’ discretion to manage and make their own decisions regarding their work. Warren 
(2003) found that job crafting requires discretion, whereby employees conduct themselves in 
an autonomous manner. Based on this, employees may gain control in the workplace through 
job crafting.  Ghitulescu (2007) found that, when employees face difficulty at work, they took 
to crafting behaviours as a means to overcome the difficulty.  Wall, Jackson, Mullarkey, and 
Parker (1996) state that employees with the means to control their work-environment 
stressors are better equipped to deal with their work demands.  As job crafting is a self-
initiated action, employees may take up crafting to realign themselves to their role 
(Ghitulescu, 2007) and regain control of their situation.  
EQ may further aid employees in establishing control over their work.  Emotionally 
intelligent employees are more self-aware, and thus are better able to self-monitor their 
behaviour to ensure positive workplace outcomes (Lam & Kirby, 2002).  Previous 
researchers found EQ to aid employees in dealing with their workplace stressors (Chhabra & 
Mohanty, 2013) and allow for more effective team cohesion and relationship-building at 
work (Prati, Douglas, Ferris, Ammeter, & Buckley, 2003).  It is argued that EQ and job 
crafting may aid employees in overcoming both task- and relational aspects of workplace 
conflict.  
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2.3 Conflict 
Conflict is defined as a disagreement between two parties, resulting from discordancy 
in views on tasks, processes, values, and personal areas (Combrink, 2014).  Hahn (2000) 
modelled conflict as one of the greatest stressors that an employee can face in the workplace.  
Although an acceptable level of conflict has been shown to increase overall performance 
outcomes (Schulz-Hardt, Jochims, & Frey, 2002), high levels of conflict cause employees to 
feel overwhelmed and unable to direct their thoughts appropriately (De Dreu & Weingart, 
2003).  Different types of conflict yield different outcomes (Greer, Jehn, & Mannix, 2008); in 
the present study, two broad categories of conflict will be discussed namely, task- and 
relational conflict.  
Task conflict evolves from disagreements on work goals, tasks, processes, and 
policies (Desivilya, Somech, & Lidgoster, 2010; De Dreu & Weingart, 2003).  Yang and 
Mossholder (2004) state that task conflict is likely to occur when employees disagree on how 
to approach a task, as each employee may interpret information differently.  If not handled 
well, conflict may supersede the task that the employee or group is required to complete.  
Although task conflict is perceived as a negative experience by employees (Rispens & 
Demerouti, 2016), it allows employees to organise their thoughts constructively (Simons & 
Peterson, 2000) and increase their task performance (Hansen, 2015).  Thus, task conflict 
stimulates employees to make reasonable decisions regarding the task disagreement or 
problem (Lukasik, 2009), which could possibly be promoted with the correct amount of 
control over their work.  
Relational conflict occurs when employees have personality clashes or differences in 
values and beliefs (Desivilya et al., 2010).  Relational conflict does not stem from 
disagreements surrounding tasks, but rather from personal differences or opinions amongst 
colleagues (Jehn & Chapman, 2000).  This conflict evokes a more emotional and 
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interpersonal situation, which detracts from performance (Jehn & Chapman, 2000).  During 
relational conflict, employees may have to be accommodating in their reaction and choose to 
focus on nurturing the relationship (Boyd, 2007). Madlock and Booth-Butterfield (2012) 
found that 88% of employees engage in strategies to adapt their relationships at work in order 
to manage conflict.  Waldman (1994) confirmed this, saying that, during times of uncertainty 
and difficulty (e.g., conflict), employees take up extra roles that are needed for the 
organisation’s survival.  Employees need to be able to manage conflict in the workplace in 
order to perform. The present study proposes that job crafting may be an independent action 
that an employee can adopt to overcome conflict.  
2.4 Job crafting 
Within the workplace, employees who experience low levels of job satisfaction 
perform poorly (Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001).  In order to overcome challenges 
faced at work, employees can take charge of how they go about their work (Tims et al., 
2015).  This may involve altering the boundaries of their tasks and relationships at work 
(Tims & Bakker, 2010).  This proactive process (Grant & Ashford, 2008) of altering the way 
in which employees use their competencies, expertise, and preferences in constructing their 
overall work experience is called job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).  Job crafting 
is seen as a reflexive role behaviour (Ghitulescu, 2007), and therefore implies that employees 
craft their own role, free from rewards or the opinions of others.  Employees craft their jobs 
because they wish to do things differently, thereby benefiting the organisation’s 
innovativeness (Frese & Fay, 2001).  Employees who shape their work experience through 
job crafting have shown increases in their overall job satisfaction (Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 
2013) and job performance (Thompson, 2005).  This may be due to an employee feeling a 
stronger fit with his or her workplace environment when crafting (Tims & Bakker, 2010).  
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Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) identified task- and relational crafting techniques 
that employees can adopt to redefine their jobs.  Task crafting involves the changing of tasks 
by adding tasks, emphasising certain tasks over others, or redesigning current tasks (Berg, 
Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2013; Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012).  For example, an employee 
may volunteer to compile the company performance results into a PowerPoint presentation 
for a public company presentation because he or she enjoys being creative.  Relational 
crafting occurs when employees manage their interactions at work by building, reframing, or 
adapting their work relationships, for example, an employee showing an interest in fellow 
colleagues by getting to know them or finding commonalities in interests.  
Furthermore, Myers and Johnson (2004) stress the importance of peer relationships at 
work, as these increase productivity.  Relational crafting serves as a means of changing the 
social context of employees’ work environment (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).  Employees 
who choose to interact with colleagues beyond the scope of their role view their work as a 
means to contribute to the life of their colleagues (Ghitulescu, 2007).  However, less 
relational crafting is required when individuals perceive a work environment to be a safe 
psychological space where they can freely express themselves (Ghitulescu, 2007).  Both task- 
and relational crafting offer employees a way to make their work meaningful and aligned 
with their identify (Berg, Grant, & Johnson, 2010).  
2.5 EQ 
Van Rooy and Viswesvaran (2004, p. 72) define EQ as “the set of abilities (verbal and 
nonverbal) that enable a person to generate, recognize, express, understand, and evaluate their 
own, and others’, emotions in order to guide thinking and action that successfully cope with 
environmental demands and pressures.”  EQ can also be viewed as a way in which an 
individual approaches emotion-evoking situations that are intrapersonal or interpersonal in 
nature (Petrides & Furnham, 2003).  An individual that displays EQ is self-aware, and, 
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through this self-awareness, may better identify his or her own emotions, as well as the 
emotions that others might feel (Petrides & Furnham, 2003; Schutte, et al, 2001).  
Trait EQ is measured by means of self-report instruments, whereby certain 
competencies are measured (Pekaar et al., 2018a).  When an individual is classified as having 
a certain trait, his or her behaviour is likely to enact that trait, subsequently affecting work-
based outcomes such as performance (Wilt, Noftle, Fleeson, & Spain, 2012).  This proposes 
that employees who demonstrate higher levels of EQ will behave and experience things 
differently to those who have lower levels of EQ.  EQ has shown to decrease the experience 
of job stress (Zeidner, Matthews, & Roberts, 2009).  In this regard, Smithey, Fulmer, and 
Barry (2004) found EQ to be beneficial when making decisions in situations that heighten 
emotions, as it increases sensitivity.  Additionally, employees with EQ are more likely to act 
considerately by regulating their emotions to ensure a positive outcome (Scott‐Ladd & Chan, 
2004; Pellitteri, 2002).  
EQ can be classified into self- and others-focused EQ.  Self-focused EQ refers to 
dealing with one’s own emotions, and others-focused EQ refers to dealing with the emotions 
of others (Pekaar et al., 2018a).  EQ is conceptualised according to two broad dimensions: 
emotional appraisal and emotional regulation (Salovey et al., 1990).  Emotional appraisal 
involves the identifying of the emotion and acknowledgement, and, thereafter, emotional 
regulation occurs, where individuals adjust their emotions to suit the situation.  When 
exploring self- and others-focused EQ, different life areas may be impacted (Pekaar et al., 
2018a).  Self-focused EQ is more likely to impact individuals in their personal capacity, 
whereas others-focused EQ plays a greater role when people interact.  Therefore, in order to 
yield comprehensive results, EQ was explored from a self- and an others-focused perspective 
in the current study.  
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As the nature of work is shifting from manufacturing to a more service-driven 
workforce (Lavy & Yadin, 2013), the emotional requirements of jobs are increasing, and 
employees are expected to fulfil these more emotion-orientated roles in order to perform 
effectively (Bono & Vey, 2007).  Employees’ level of EQ has been shown to impact their 
engagement in prosocial behaviours (e.g., helping a colleague who is struggling with a task) 
(Finkelstein, 2011).  Additionally, variations in an employee’s response to workplace 
demands (e.g., dealing with conflict in a work team) may be dependent on individual traits 
(Grant & Langan-Fox, 2007), such as level of EQ.  Others-focused EQ has been found to 
have positive relationships with interview performance and transformational leadership, 
whereas self-focused EQ aids employees in dealing with their job stressors (Pekaar, Bakker, 
Born, & Van der Linden, 2018).  Thus, it was expected in the present study that employees’ 
type (self- or other-focused) and level of EQ would impact their approach to situations and 
subsequent performance.   
2.6 Performance  
Employees are key competitive resources for organisational success (Aryee, 
Walumbwa, Seidu, & Otaye, 2012).  This may be the reason why research in behavioural 
sciences studies performance as a major outcome variable (Borman, 2004).  Fuller (2010) 
identified the need to understand conditions of employee performance by amalgamating them 
with the workplace context.  For example, proactive employees must be given flexibility to 
offer opinions, and must have autonomy over their job characteristics (Tims et al., 2015) in 
order to perform optimally (Odle-Dusseau, Britt, & Greene-Shortridge, 2012).  Previous 
research found consciousness and work engagement to be positive predictors of performance 
(Bakker, Demerouti, & Lieke, 2012).  However, performance may speak to a broad spectrum 
of behaviours; therefore, the present study explored employee in-role and extra-role 
performance separately, and within specific contexts.  
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In-role performance includes all employees’ job duties that are essential to the 
organisation’s functioning (Devonish & Greenidge, 2010).  These job duties form part of the 
employees’ formal job description, and include a set of expected behaviours and 
responsibilities (Sparrowe, Liden, Wayne, & Kraimer, 2001).  In-role performance is usually 
measured by means of the quality and quantity of output an employee produces within his or 
her job role and is therefore also referred to as task performance (Kahya, 2007).  Extra-role 
performance constitutes employees’ actions that do not form part of their formal job 
description (Goodman & Svyantek ,1999), and therefore does not contribute to employees’ 
productivity (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000).  Extra-role performance 
involves acts such as helping employees or assisting new employees (Williams & Andersen, 
1991), and is considered a prosocial behaviour (Dunfield, 2014), spurred on by employees’ 
emotions (Bindl, 2010).  These actions play a part in forming the organisational and social 
context in which employees work (Werner, 2000). 
2.7 Workplace conflict, job crafting, EQ, and performance 
Collaboration amongst employees is conducive to enhancing employee performance 
(Prati, Douglas, Ferris, Ammeter, & Buckley, 2003), should their interactions allow for 
individual empowerment and flexibility (Erkutlu et al., 2012).  A study by Caruso and 
Salovey (2004) found a positive relationship between employee EQ and the ability to work 
effectively in a team.  Employees with higher levels of EQ display adaptability to stressful 
social encounters such as conflict (Lopes, Grewal, Kadis, Gall, & Salovey, 2006).  Research 
aimed at understanding the consequences of job crafting has shown that this may increase 
conflict, as employees may be apprehensive to the changes that job crafting brings to the job 
role and workplace (Tims et al., 2015).  This indicates the need for a moderator such as EQ to 
assist employees in job crafting to navigate conflict situations in a constructive way, in order 
to perform.  Moreover, the act of crafting has been found to alter the meaning and subsequent 
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purpose of an employees’ job role (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), implying that both in-role 
and extra-role performance may be impacted by crafting.  Overall organisational performance 
has also been shown to increase when employees are given opportunities to engage in roles 
outside of their formal requirements (Worline, Wrzesniewski, & Rafaeli, 2002).  
The relationships between conflict, job crafting, EQ, and performance are largely 
unknown.  More specifically, the relationships between task conflict, task crafting, self-
focused EQ, and performance, as well as the relationship between relational conflict, 
relational crafting, other-focused EQ, and performance are unclear.  A study by Rispens and 
Demerouti (2016) found that the emotions that conflict arouses are unpredictable.  This 
speaks to the benefits that EQ may bring to employees’ capability to understand and regulate 
whatever emotions workplace conflict evokes.  Emotionally intelligent employees have been 
found to desire positive outcomes for both themselves and their colleagues (Schutte et al., 
2001); this may speak to EQ contributing to both in-role and extra-role performance.  
Promis (2008) suggests that employees with a low level of EQ may not be able to 
perform adequately at work, as they may lack the flexibility and agility required in times of 
adversity.  Based on the above literature, in the present study, we firstly expected higher 
levels of others-focused EQ to strengthen the relationship between an employees’ use of 
relational crafting to ameliorate the effects of relational conflict. It was expected that 
employees with others-focused EQ better understand their colleagues’ emotions (Pekaar, van 
der Linden, Bakker & Born, 2017); thus, when experiencing conflict, these employees may 
choose to focus on regulating the relationship as a means of restoring accord.  In addition, we 
looked to associate this predicted relationship with extra-role performance, as employees 
require understanding of one another to perform uniformly (Welbourne, Johnson, & Erez, 
1998).  As EQ has been found to be correlated with self-monitoring-type behaviours (Schutte 
et al., 2001), it can be assumed that possessing self-focused EQ may contribute to 
  
26 
 
experiences that require individuals to act independently (e.g., task crafting and in-role 
performance).  Individuals with high self-focused EQ understand what they are feeling, and, 
through this understanding, are more readily able to find solutions to their problems 
(Matthews, Roberts, & Zeidner, 2004).  Therefore, in the present study, we expected that 
employees whom uptake task crafting when faced with task conflict, will experience an 
increase in their in-role performance. This relationship was then expected to be stronger when 
employees display higher levels of self-focused EQ. 
The relationship between EQ and job crafting has not yet been explored in the 
existing literature. As mentioned before, employees who are able to self-regulate are more 
task-focused and perform better in their job (Bakker & Bal, 2010).  A work environment is 
conducive to the act of crafting when employees feel the freedom to proffer new ideas and 
ways of doing things (Gilson & Shalley, 2004).  However, when conflict is experienced, 
employees may not feel the autonomy they need to craft; this may then encourage the 
inclusion of EQ as a means of re-establishing an engaging environment.  Tsai, Chen, and Liu 
(2007) indicate that positive moods, through motivational and interpersonal processes, predict 
task performance.  This alludes to the notion that stabilised emotions may positively affect 
employees’ ability to adapt their behaviour (task- and relational crafting) in order to perform. 
Based on the above, the following hypotheses were formulated for the present study 
(Hypotheses 1a, 2a, and 3a correspond with proposed Conceptual Model 1, and Hypotheses 
1b, 2b, and 3b correspond with proposed Conceptual Model 2): 
H1a: Task crafting mediates the relationship between task conflict and in-role performance. 
H1b: Relational crafting mediates the relationship between relational conflict and extra-role 
performance. 
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H2a: Self-focused emotional intelligence moderates the relationship between task conflict 
and in-role performance.  
H2b: Others-focused emotional intelligence moderates the relationship between relational 
conflict and extra-role performance. 
H3a: Self-focused emotional intelligence moderates the relationship between task conflict, 
task crafting, and in-role performance. 
H3b: Others-focused emotional intelligence moderates the relationship between relational 
conflict, relational crafting, and extra-role performance. 
The following conceptual models were constructed to visually represent the above 
hypotheses.  With H3a and H3b, the aim was to investigate both first-stage and second-stage 
moderation, since research on the specific relationships, discussed in the literature review, is 
scant.  Investigating both stages would provide us with more information about how exactly 
EQ influences the processes of conflict, job crafting, and performance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.  Conceptual Model 1 
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Note: Independent variable = Task conflict; Mediator = Task crafting; Dependent 
variable = In-role performance; Moderator = Self-focused EQ  
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Figure 2.  Conceptual Model 2 
 
2.8 Conclusion 
This chapter explored existing literature on the four main constructs of this study.  In 
addition, this chapter presented the hypotheses formulated based on the literature reviewed.  
Through an examination of extant literature, it was discovered that the relationships between 
these constructs have not yet been explored.  More specifically, within the South African 
context, a gap exists in the understanding of the influence that EQ has on the mentioned 
workplace constructs.  The subsequent chapter outlines the research design and methodology 
of the present study. 
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Note: Independent variable = Relational conflict; Mediator = Relational crafting; 
Dependent variable = Extra-role performance; Moderator = Others-focused EQ 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
3.1 Introduction 
This chapter discusses the research design and research process of the present study.  It 
provides the demographics of the participants and specifies the data collection procedure.  
Thereafter, the four research instruments that were used are specified, followed by a brief 
overview of the statistical analyses performed.  Lastly, the ethical considerations adhered to 
in the study will be discussed.  
3.2 Research Design 
This study used a quantitative research approach.  A quantitative approach allows for 
insight through a descriptive and statistical approach to data collection (Castellan, 2010).  
Furthermore, the research was conducted at a particular point in time, using a cross-sectional 
survey design.  In considering the generalisability of the results, this cost- and time-efficient 
design (Burns & Grove, 1993) enables collection of statistically significant information about 
the population (Coetzee & Bergh, 2009; Lefever, Dal & Matthiasdottir, 2007).  
3.3 Research Method 
3.3.1 Respondents  
For the purpose of the present study, data were collected from a sample of 
respondents in various organisations across Gauteng.  According to Comfrey and Lee (1992), 
a sample size of 300 is considered good.  The sample size was confirmed as adequate by 
Gravetter and Forzano (2009), who advise a sampling size estimation technique termed item-
ratio. The ratio suggests a 10:1 ratio of respondents to item, based on the questionnaire 
within a given survey with the greatest number of items.  In the current study, the longest 
questionnaire featured 28 items and therefore a sample of 300 was sufficient. In order to draw 
inferences about the larger population, the respondents were considered eligible regardless of 
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their industry, job title, age, gender, or race.  However, all respondents were required to meet 
the following criteria to be considered suitable for the study: at least one year’s work 
experience, a Grade-12 qualification (to show their proficiency in English), aged 18 years or 
older, and, lastly, currently working in an organisation.  A non-probability convenience 
sampling strategy was implemented, namely, volunteer sampling whereby participants self-
selected to be complete the survey sent to them (Lefever, Dal & Matthiasdottir, 2007). This 
method yielded an initial sample of 295 respondents from the South African workforce.  
From the online questionnaires, the data from a final sample of n = 293 could be processed 
and analysed.  A descriptive analysis of the final sample’s demographics is provided in Table 
3.1, below. 
Table 3.1 
Demographics of the Final Sample 
Item Category Frequency Percentage 
Gender Male 79 27.0 
 Female 214 73.0 
 Total 293 100.0 
Education  Grade 12 59 20.1 
 Bachelors/B. Tech/Diploma 152 51.9 
 Honours degree  60 20.5 
 Master’s degree 19 6.5 
 Doctoral degree 3 1.0 
 Total 293 100.0 
Age 19‒29 102 34.8 
 30‒39 79 26.9 
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 40‒49 52 17.7 
 50‒59 53 18.0 
 60‒69 7 0.02 
 Total 293 100.0 
Ethnicity Asian 3 1.0 
 Black African 21 7.2 
 Coloured 8 2.7 
 Indian 5 1.7 
 White 256 87.4 
 Total 293 100.0 
Job position Trainee/Intern 14 4.8 
 Junior Manager/Supervisor 48 16.4 
 Middle manager 61 20.8 
 Senior manager 44 15.0 
 Non-manager 68 23.2 
 Other 58 19.8 
 Total 293 100.0 
Home language Afrikaans 82 28.0 
 English 189 64.5 
 IsiXhosa 3 1.0 
 IsiZulu 3 1.0 
 Sepedi 2 0.7 
 Sesotho 5 1.7 
 Setwana 4 1.4 
 Siswati 2 0.7 
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 Tshivenda 1 0.3 
 Other 2 0.6 
 Total 293 100.0 
   
As depicted in Table 3.1, the sample consisted of 79 men (23%) and 214 women 
(73%).  Respondents were predominantly aged 19‒39 years (61.7%), and the majority of the 
respondents were white (87.4%).  Of the respondents, almost two-thirds (64%) indicated 
English as their home language, and 24% stipulated Afrikaans.  A total of 79.9% had a 
bachelor’s degree or higher qualification.  Although the majority were white, female, and 
English, the respondents showed to be from various job positions: junior mangers (16.4%), 
middle managers (20.8%), senior managers (15%), and non-managers (23.2%).  
3.3.2 Procedure  
Respondents in this study were sent an online URL link that allowed them access to a 
Google survey comprising the four questionnaires. URL links were distributed via email 
using the Outlook platform. Participant email addresses were gathered by means of 
convenience sampling, whereby companies were approached by the researcher to request the 
participation of their employees. URL links were then distributed to employees who then 
volunteered to complete the online survey. Prior to completing the questionnaires, 
respondents were asked to read an informative document that briefly explaining the research 
study and the purpose of collecting the data.  This document further stressed the criteria that 
respondents had to meet to be eligible for participation, and that this was a voluntary process.  
Lastly, the researcher’s details were provided, should the respondents have any further 
questions regarding the study.  Once the respondents had given their informed consent to 
participate, the online survey was made available to them for completion.  The online survey 
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was password-protected, thereby ensuring that all the recorded data were secure.  All the data 
responses were downloaded from the secure online platform and safely stored.  
3.3.3. Measuring Instruments  
3.3.3.1 Biographical questionnaire 
A biographical questionnaire was used to evaluate the sample with regard to their 
demographic composition.  Respondents were required to indicate their age, gender, 
ethnicity, and home language.  
3.3.3.2 Conflict Questionnaire 
The Intragroup Conflict Scale (ICS) was adapted to measure conflict (Jehn, 1995).  
The scale consists of nine items, measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (None) 
to 5 (A great deal).  Conflict was measured using two subscales: Relational Conflict, 
comprising five items (example: “There were tendencies of anger and aggression between 
some persons in the group”); and Task Conflict, comprising four items (example: “During 
conflict, the group was concerned about solving problems by using a sensible and rational 
procedure”).  Jehn and Mannix (2001) reported a Cronbach alpha of .94 for both Relational 
Conflict and Task Conflict. 
3.3.3.3 Job Crafting Questionnaire 
The Job Crafting Questionnaire (JCQ) was used to measure the extent to which 
individuals engage in job-crafting activities (Slemp et al., 2013).  Two types of job crafting 
were identified: task crafting and relational crafting.  The JCQ comprises 15 items that are 
rated on a six-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Hardly ever) to 6 (Very often).  An example 
of the items for the two job-crafting activities are: (Task Crafting) “Change the scope or type 
of tasks that you complete at work,” and (Relational Crafting) “Make friends with people at 
work who have similar skills or interests.”  The JCQ has been validated by Slemp, Kern, and 
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Vella-Brodrick (2015), and was found to have acceptable Cronbach alphas (overall: α = 0.91; 
Task Crafting: five items, α = 0.86; Relational Crafting: five items, α = 0.84). 
3.3.3.4 Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire 
The Rotterdam Emotional Intelligence Scale (REIS) (Pekaar et al., 2018) was used to 
measure EQ in the present study.  The scale further distinguishes four factors, namely self- 
and others-focused emotional regulation and self- and others-focused emotional appraisal.  It 
comprises 28 items, which respondents are required to answer using a five-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (Totally disagree) to 5 (Totally agree).  Examples of the items which were 
divided into the four-factor structure are: (Self-focused Emotional Appraisal) “I can 
distinguish my own emotions well”, (Others-focused Emotional Appraisal) “I understand 
why others feel the way they feel”, (Self-focused Emotional Regulation) “I am in control of 
my own emotions”, and (Others-focused Emotional Regulation) “I have great influence over 
how others feel”.  In the development and validation of the REIS, Pekaar et al. (2018) found 
Cronbach alpha coefficients in the range of .82 to .85 for the four subscales, and an overall 
scale coefficient of .88.  
3.3.3.5 Performance Questionnaire 
Performance was measured using items adapted from Goodman and Svyantek’s 
(1999) Performance Scale.  Using six items, two roles types were measured: In-role 
Performance (example: “I met all the requirements of my position”) and Extra-role 
Performance (example: “I helped colleagues who were under high work pressure or who had 
other problems”).  The respondents answered using a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging 
from 0 (Totally disagree) to 6 (Totally agree).  Jackson (2014) found the scale to have a 
Cronbach alpha coefficient of .88. 
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3.4 Statistical Analysis  
Moderated mediation is the process that links an independent variable (X) with a 
dependent variable (Y) via a mediator variable (M), which depends on the value of a 
moderator variable (W) (Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005).  In the 
present study, the dependent variable was Job performance (Y), the independent variable (X) 
was Conflict, the mediating variable (M) was Job crafting, and the moderator (W) was EQ.  
The statistical analysis was carried out using SPSS statistical program 25 (SPSS Inc., 2018), 
utilising Version 3.2 of Hayes PROCESS (Hayes, 2013).  Firstly, descriptive statistics and 
correlations were performed on the variables; secondly, a simple mediation analysis was 
conducted; thirdly; a simple moderation analysis was conducted, and, lastly, a moderated 
mediation process analysis was performed.  
3.4.1 Preliminary analysis 
Prior to analysing the respective relationships, the validity of each instrument was 
tested.  Descriptive statistics were obtained for all the variables, i.e. means, standard 
deviations, and normality.  A normal distribution is when data spread equally around the 
mean, creating a bell-curve shape (Pallant, 2013).  Correlations between all variables were 
tested using Pearson’s correlation coefficients, to ensure that all correlations were statistically 
significant, with a p-value below .05 (p < 0.05) (Miles & Banyard, 2007).  By means of 
Cohen’s (1992) interpretation of effect sizes, the Pearson r values were interpreted as 
follows: r < .10 = weak effect, r < .30 = medium effect, and r < .50 = strong effect.  It is 
suggested by Gignac and Szodorai (2016) that, even if the effect is of a small magnitude, it be 
considered of value and interpreted in context.   
3.4.2 Simple mediation analysis 
In order to calculate the direct and indirect effects of this simple mediation, Model 4 
in the PROCESS macro of Hayes (2013) was used, as shown in Figure 3, below.  In Model 4, 
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the path labelled c` represents the direct effect of X on Y, c is the total effect of X on Y, and 
the product of the paths labelled a and b represents the indirect effect of X on Y, which 
determines how much the c path is changed when M (the mediator) is added to the model 
(Bollen, 1989; Hayes, 2013).  Thus, the mediator will add to the model’s variance and 
explain why the independent and dependent variables may be related.  Bootstrapping was 
used to calculate the 95% confidence interval (CI), which aids in understanding effect size 
(c - c`).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.  Hayes PROCESS Model 4: Indirect effects of conflict on job performance through 
job crafting 
3.4.3 Moderation analysis 
In order to confirm whether EQ acts as a moderator, a simple moderation analysis was 
conducted using PROCESS Model 1 (Hayes, 2013), as shown in Figure 4, below.  The terms 
moderation and interaction can be used interchangeably.  This is because moderation 
indicates the effect of X on Y at different values of a moderator.  Moderating variables 
change the strength or direction of the relationship between X and Y variables.  In essence, 
should a moderating relationship exist, then simple slopes are graphed to visualise the effects 
that low, medium, and high values of a moderator could have on the relationship between the 
Note: X = Task/Relational conflict; 𝑀𝑖 = Task-/Relational crafting; 
Y = In-/Extra-role performance 
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X and Y variables.  The Johnson-Newman technique was used to help identify regions of 
significance, that is the values of X that yielded significant differences in Y (Ji, 2016). 
For this analysis, the independent variable was Conflict, the moderating variable was 
EQ, and the dependent variable was Performance.  When conducting a simple moderation 
analysis using Hayes PROCESS Model 1, the M value in the model is the moderator (Hayes, 
2013).  However, for the purpose of the present study, and to ensure accurate reporting of 
results, the moderator is referred to as W throughout the paper.  Hayes PROCESS 
automatically creates an interaction term between the independent and moderating variables 
(X*M).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.  Hayes PROCESS Model 1: Conditional effects of conflict on performance 
moderated by emotional intelligence 
3.4.3 Moderated mediation analysis 
First- and second-stage moderated mediation (conditional indirect effect) were 
conducted, whereby the mediating process was moderated, because W alters the relationship 
between an X, M, and Y (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007).  The study aimed to calculate 
the conditional indirect of Conflict on Performance through Job crafting at different values of 
EQ.  The results consisted of the association between Conflict and Job crafting (a-path), Job 
Note: X = Task/Relational conflict; 𝑀𝑖= Self-/Others-focused 
EQ; Y = In-/Extra-role performance 
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crafting and Performance (b-path), the direct effect of Conflict on Performance (c`- path), the 
interaction effect of Conflict and EQ on Job crafting, and, lastly, the interaction effect of Job 
crafting and EQ on Performance.  This conditional indirect effect was tested using 
PROCESS Model 7 (Hayes, 2013), which tests the first stage of moderated mediation.  
Similarly, PROCESS Model 14 (Hayes, 2013) was used to test for second-stage moderated 
mediation.  
An index of moderated mediation was calculated by generating bootstrapping 
confidence intervals, whereby no zero indicates a significant conditional indirect effect 
(Hayes, 2015), thereby showing support for moderated mediation.  Should interaction terms 
be significant, the conditional indirect effects will be graphed at low, medium, and high 
values of the moderators.  This, in turn, will allow for the exact conditions under which 
mediation occurs to be visualised (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007).  Preceding the analyses 
of Model 7 and 14, both the X*M and M*V interaction terms were respectively mean-centred 
(Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003) using the PROCESS V.3.2 add-on package.  
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Figure 5.  Hayes PROCESS Model 7: Indirect effects of conflict on performance through job 
crafting with emotional intelligence as a first-stage moderator 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.  Hayes PROCESS Model 14: Indirect effects of conflict on performance through 
job crafting with emotional intelligence as a second-stage moderator 
Note: X = Task/Relational conflict, 𝑀𝑖= Task/Relational crafting, 
W = Self-/Others-focused emotional intelligence, Y = In-/Extra-role 
performance, 𝑋𝑖W = Interaction of EQ and Conflict 
Note: X = Task/Relational conflict, 𝑀𝑖 = Task/Relational crafting, V= 
Self-/Others-focused emotional intelligence, Y = In-/Extra-role 
performance, 𝑀𝑖V = Interaction of Emotional intelligence and Job 
crafting 
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3.5 Ethical Considerations 
This study attained ethical clearance from the university’s ethics committee, and the 
researcher abided by the stipulated departmental processes, as recommended by Houghton, 
Casey, Shaw, and Murphy (2010).  Attainment of ethical clearance required the study to 
cause no harm to participants, and subsequently required the researcher to be honest and 
professional in every stage of the study (Gravetter & Forzano, 2014).  Moreover, respondents 
were treated with respect and dignity; their participation was voluntarily, indicated by their 
informed consent.  To ensure anonymity and confidentiality, respondents were not required to 
disclose their names or identity numbers, and their responses were stored in a secure location.  
Lastly, all results were reported accurately. 
3.6 Conclusion   
This chapter provided an outline of the research design, respondents, and procedures 
used in this study.  This gave perspective on the research process undertaken, and provided 
an outline of the analyses that were performed on the data.  The next chapter reports the 
results of the study, including numerical and graphical data.   
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter conveys the results obtained from the statistical analyses conducted on 
the data collected.  The analyses conducted were performed to explore the relationship 
between Conflict, Job crafting, Performance, and EQ.  The following is described in this 
chapter: preparation of the data file, descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and moderated 
mediation analysis. 
4.2 Preparation of data file and validity 
An Excel spreadsheet was downloaded from the online survey platform, which 
contained all captured numerical responses.  Items were coded, and all variables were 
computed in order to identify the factors within each scale.  No items required reverse 
coding; however, in order to ensure accurate statistical output, variables were given names 
with a maximum of eight characters (see Hayes, 2012).  The data set was then cleaned by 
calculating frequencies for each item, to ensure that there were no missing data.  Respondents 
250 and 253 did not complete the Performance Scale, and were thus removed from the 
sample.  According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), deletion is a viable option if the 
incomplete responses form less than 5% of the random sub-sample.  
All factor loadings were found to be significant.  Factor loadings of above .30 and 
common factor variance scores (communalities) of above .40 were found.  The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy (.865) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 
(χ2 (36) = 1150.45; p < .001) were within the recommended cut-off scores recommended by 
Pallant (2013).  
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4.3 Descriptive Statistics 
Prior to performing statistical analyses, descriptive statistics were calculated for each 
of the four scales, together with the reliability of their sub-scales.  Table 4.1 depicts the 
descriptive statistics for each measurement scale.  The results suggest that the data set was 
normally distributed, as all skewness values fell between -2 and +2, and kurtosis values fell 
between -4 and +4 (Pallant, 2011).  Cronbach 𝛼 reliability coefficients were calculated for 
each of the sub-scales.  This was imperative to the study, as these sub-scales were used to 
deduce relationships amongst the variables being studied (Fields, 2013).  The sub-scales that 
formed part of Conceptual Model 1 proved to be reliable: Task conflict 𝛼 = .82, Task 
crafting 𝛼 = .76, Self-focused EQ 𝛼 = .89, and In-role performance 𝛼 = .87.  Furthermore, 
sub-scales within Conceptual Model 2 proved to be similarly reliable, with Relational conflict 
𝛼 = .84, Relational crafting 𝛼 = .76, Others-focused EQ 𝛼 = .92, and Extra-role performance 
𝛼 = .82.  These reliability coefficients are considered high (𝛼 > .7), indicating that each of the 
scales contained items that consistently measured the same construct (Peterson, 1994).  
The mean scores were calculated in order to interpret the responses of the respondents 
on each of the sub-scales.  Respondents were requested to reveal the extent to which they 
experienced both Task- and Relational conflict at work using a five-point Likert scale ranging 
from 1 (None) to 5 (A great deal).  Respondents indicated that they experienced Task- (3.48) 
and Relational conflict (2.93) Somewhat.  Job crafting was measured using a six-point Likert 
scale ranging from 1 (Hardly ever) to 6 (Very often).  The respondents indicated that they did 
engage in both Task- and Relational crafting — A considerable amount (4.26 and 4.22 
respectively).  Levels of EQ were measured by respondents being asked to verify statements 
using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Totally disagree) to 5 (Totally agree).  
Respondents displayed above average Self-focused EQ (3.79) and Others-focused EQ (3.69).  
Lastly, using a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (Totally disagree) to 6 (Totally 
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agree), respondents were asked about their Performance at work.  Respondents Totally 
agreed that they engage in both In-role job activities (5.84) and Extra-role job activities 
(5.92) when at work.  
Table 4.1 
Descriptive Statistics of the Measurement Scales 
Scale 
Total 
Mean 
Ave. 
Mean 
SD Skewness Kurtosis α 
Workplace Conflict 28.56 3.17 4.371 .93 1.136  
Task conflict  13.92 3.48    .82 
Relational conflict 14.64 2.93    .84 
Job Crafting 64.58 4.31 11.621 -.581 .288  
Task crafting 21.26 4.26    .76 
Relational crafting 21.11 4.22    .79 
Emotional Intelligence 104.7 3.74 14.467 -.072 .356  
Self-focused EQ 53.05 3.79    .89 
Other-focused EQ 51.65 3.69    .92 
Performance 35.26 5.88 4.954 -1.245 2.919  
In-role performance 17.52 5.84    .87 
   Extra-role performance 17.76 5.92    .82 
 
A Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to determine whether the variables in 
each of the conceptual models were related.  These correlations are presented below, in 
Tables 4.2 and Table 4.3.  The variables in Conceptual Model 1 were: Task conflict, Task 
crafting, Self-focused EQ, and In-role performance, which demonstrated statistically 
significant positive correlations (p < .001).  Results showed weak relationships between Self-
focused EQ and Task conflict (r = .16), between Self-focused EQ and Task crafting (r = .14), 
and between In-role performance and Task conflict (r = .18).  Medium effect sizes and 
correlations were found between Task crafting and Task conflict (r = .25), between In-role 
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performance and Task crafting (r = .27), and between In-role performance and Self-focused 
EQ (r = .27).  
Variables in Conceptual Model 2 (X = Relational conflict, M = Relational crafting, 
Y = Extra-role performance) showed mixed results.  Others-focused EQ and Extra-role 
performance were not significantly related to Relational conflict (p < .05).  Relational 
conflict and Relational crafting showed a weak but statistically significant negative 
correlation (r = -.12; p < .05).  Statistically significant relationships existed amongst the 
second-stage moderation variables (p < .001), with weak to medium effect sizes.  More 
specifically, Extra-role performance and Relational crafting had a positive but medium 
relationship (r = .36), Extra-role performance and Others-focused EQ showed a positive but 
medium relationship (r = .32), and Others-focused EQ and Relational crafting demonstrated 
a medium positive relationship (r = .31).  
Table 4.2 
Pearson Correlations Analysis: Conceptual Model 1 (n = 293) 
 1 2 3 4 
Conceptual Model 1     
1. Task conflict  1    
2. Task crafting . 25∗∗ 1   
3. Self-focused EQ 
. 16∗∗ . 14∗∗ 1  
4. In-role performance 
. 18∗∗ . 27∗∗ . 27∗∗ 1 
Note. ** p < .001; *p < .005 
r > .10 (small effect); r > .30 (medium effect); r < .50 (large effect) 
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Table 4.3 
Pearson Correlations Analysis: Conceptual Model 2 (n = 293) 
 1 2 3 4 
Conceptual Model 2     
1. Relational conflict  1    
2. Relational crafting −.12∗ 1   
3. Other-focused EQ 
. 01 . 31∗∗ 1  
4. Extra-role performance 
. 02 . 36∗∗ . 32∗∗ 1 
Note. ** p < .001; *p < .005 
r > .10 (small effect); r > .30 (medium effect); r < .50 (large effect) 
 
4.4 Simple Mediation Analysis 
Using Hayes Model 4, a simple mediation analysis was conducted in order to 
determine whether Job crafting mediates the relationship between Conflict (X) and Job 
Performance (Y).  More specifically, the aim was to determine whether individuals can better 
overcome conflict when engaging in job-crafting activities in order to increase their 
performance.  In both simple mediation analyses, 5 000 bootstrap samples were used, and 
95% CIs were computed.  When interpreting the lower and upper CIs of the indirect effect, an 
absence of zero implies a change in from path c to path c`, thus indicating that mediation has 
taken place (Hayes, 2013).  Table 4.4, below, provides the results of the mediation analysis of 
Conceptual Model 1 (X = Task conflict, M = Task crafting, Y = In-role performance), in 
order to test Hypothesis 1a: Task crafting mediates the relationship between task conflict and 
in-role performance.  
This model indicated that path a of Task conflict to Task crafting was significant 
(β = 0.3352; p = .000).  Therefore, individuals are likely to craft their tasks when 
experiencing task conflict.  Path b in the model indicated the relationship between Task 
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crafting and In-role performance, which proved to be significant (β = .137; p = .000).  Thus, 
individuals who craft their tasks perform their job duties better.  The direct effect of Task 
conflict on In-role performance (path c`) was significant; therefore, full mediation did not 
occur (β = .0943; p = .0427).  However, the indirect effect results showed that partial 
mediation occurred, whereby the effect of Task conflict on In-role performance was partially 
mediated by Task crafting.  An additional reason to conclude significant partial mediation 
was that zero did not appear in the indirect effect CIs.  H1a is therefore accepted.  
Table 4.4 
Conceptual Model 1: Simple Mediation Model Results  
Conceptual Model 1 β SE t p 
CI 
(lower) 
CI 
(upper) 
X      M (a)  .3352 .0776 4.3197 0.00∗∗ .1824 .4879 
M      Y (b) .1376 .0340 4.0522 0.00∗∗ .0708 .2045 
X      Y (c) 
.1404 .0461 3.0484 0.002∗ .0498 .2310 
X      Y (𝑐` ) 
.0943 .0463 2.0360 0.042∗ .0031 .1854 
X      M      Y (c - c`) 
.0461    .0170 .0834 
Note: X = Task conflict; M = Task crafting; Y = In-role performance; ** p < .001; * p < .005 
Table 4.5, below, provides the results of the mediation analysis of Conceptual Model 
2 (X = Relational conflict, M = Relational crafting, Y = Extra-role performance), which was 
performed to test H1b: Relational crafting mediates the relationship between relational 
conflict and extra-role performance.  Paths a and b were found to be significant (p < .05).  
Path a revealed a negative coefficient (β = -.1213), indicating that the more employees 
experience relational conflict at work, the less they craft relationally.  Path b showed a 
positive relationship (β = .2123); thus, higher in-role performance is reported when 
employees engage in relational crafting.  However, the direct, total, and indirect effects were 
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all found to be non-significant (p > .05).  This implies that relational crafting does not 
mediate the relationship between relational conflict and extra-role performance. 
Table 4.5 
Conceptual Model 2: Simple Mediation Model Results 
Note: X = Relational conflict; M = Relational crafting; Y = Extra-role performance; ** p < .001; * p <. 005 
 
4.5 Simple Moderation Analysis 
A simple moderation analysis was conducted using Hayes PROCESS Model 1.  
Aguinis, Gottfredson, and Wright (2011) explain that a moderating or interaction effect 
occurs when the relationship between an independent and dependent variable is affected by a 
third variable (a moderator).  Simple moderation analyses were performed for both 
Conceptual Model 1 and 2.  Table 4.6, below, reports the results of the simple moderation 
conducted on Conceptual Model 1, where Self-focused EQ was the moderating variable, Task 
conflict was the independent variable, and In-role performance the dependent variable.  The 
overall model proved to be statistically significant and accounted for 12.1% of the variance in 
In-role performance [F(3.288) = 13.2395; p < .001; 𝑅2= .121].  Furthermore, Task conflict 
positively predicted In-role performance (β = .1376; p = .000), and Self-focused EQ 
positively predicted In-role performance (β = .0744; p = .0027).  The interaction of Self-
Conceptual Model 2 β SE t p 
CI 
(lower) 
CI 
(upper) 
X      M (a)  -.1213 .0606 -2.001 . 0464∗ -.2407 -.0020 
M      Y (b) .2123 .0316 6.713 . 000∗∗ .1500 .2745 
X      Y (c) 
.0115 .0351 .3263 0.745 -.0576 .0805 
X      Y (𝑐` ) 
.0372 .0329 1.1297 .2596 -.0276 .1020 
X      M      Y (c - c`) 
-.0258    -0.0570 .0025 
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focused EQ and Task conflict on In-role performance was significant (β = -.0183; p = .0001).  
Therefore, H2a is accepted.  
Table 4.6 
Conceptual Model 1: Simple Moderation Model Results  
Conceptual Model 1 β SE t p 
CI 
(lower) 
CI 
(upper) 
X      Y    .1376 .0455 3.0257 . 000∗∗  .0481 .2271 
W      Y  .0744 .0188 3.9566 . 0027∗ .0374 .1114 
X*W      Y -.0183 .0056 -3.2857 . 000∗∗ -.0292 -.0073 
Note: X = Task conflict; W = Self-focused EQ; Y = In-role performance; ** p < .001; * p < .005 
Figure 7 represents the simple plots that were a result of Conceptual Model 1, which 
yielded a significant interaction effect.  Simple plots aid in understanding at what values of 
the moderator the effect is significant (Aiken, West, & Reno, 1991).  The results confirmed a 
significant relationship between Task conflict and In-role performance at low, average, and 
high levels of Self-focused EQ.  For low and average levels of Self-focused EQ, an increase in 
Task conflict resulted in an increase in In-role performance.  At high levels of Self-focused 
EQ, Task conflict only slightly increased In-role performance when compared to low and 
average levels of Self-focused EQ.  Therefore, individuals with low to average levels of self-
focused EQ can increase their in-role performance when experiencing task conflict, more 
than employees with high levels of self-focused EQ.  
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Figure 7: The moderating effect of task conflict on in-role performance at low, medium, and 
high values of self-focused EQ 
Table 4.7 below conveys the results of the simple moderation conducted for 
Conceptual Model 2, where Others-focused EQ was the moderating variable, Relational 
conflict was the independent variable, and Extra-role performance was the dependent 
variable.  The overall model proved to be statistically significant [F(3.289) = 10.7399; 
p < .0001; 𝑅2=.1003], and explained a 10.03% variance in Extra-role performance.  
However, the interaction term was not significant, and, therefore, no conditional indirect 
effect existed.  Therefore, others-focused EQ is not a moderator of the relationship between 
relational conflict and extra-role performance.  It is to be noted that a non-significant 
interaction does not mean that there is no effect in the population, but rather that there is not 
sufficient evidence in the current data set to conclude that there is an effect in the population 
(Aguinis, Gottfredson, & Wright, 2011).  Based on these results, H2b is not accepted.  
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Table 4.7 
Conceptual Model 2: Simple Moderation Model Results  
Conceptual Model 2 β SE t p 
CI 
(lower) 
CI 
(upper) 
X      Y    .0097 .0336 .2901 .7719 -.0564 .0759 
W      Y  .1072 .0189 5.6637 . 000∗∗ .0699 .1444 
X*W      Y .001 .0037 .0037 .9691 -.0071 .0073 
Note: X = Relational conflict; W = Others-focused EQ; Y = Extra-role performance; ** p < .001; * p < .005 
 
4.6 Moderated mediation analysis 
Moderated mediation analysis was used to calculate the conditional indirect effect of 
Conceptual Model 1 and 2 singly (see Kraemer, Kiernan, Essex, & Kupfer, 2008).  The 
indirect effect indicates the effect of Conflict (X) on Performance (Y) through Job crafting 
(M).  The conditional factor constitutes how this specified indirect effect differs at different 
levels of EQ (W/V).  In each conceptual model, first-stage (Model 7) and second-stage 
(Model 14) moderated mediation was tested.  In addition, 5 000 bootstrap samples were used, 
and 95% CIs were computed by determining the indirect effects at -1, 0 and +1 SD.  Table 
4.8 displays the moderated mediation results for Conceptual Model 1 (X = Task conflict, 
M = Task crafting, W/V = Self-focused EQ, Y = In-role performance).  In the first stage, the 
direct 𝑐` path remained significant (β = .0943; p = .0427).  However, the bootstrapped 
estimates showed a non-significant moderated mediation effect, as zero was present within 
the confidence interval, thus implying that zero was a probable value: β = .006; SE = .0017; 
95% CI [-.0034; .0034].  Thus, in the first stage of the model, Self-focused EQ did not alter 
the extent to which Task crafting accounted for the link between Task conflict and In-role 
performance. 
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Moderated mediation was then tested in the second stage for Conceptual Model 1.  
The overall model was significant [F(4.287) = 12.69; p < .0001; 𝑅2 =.1503]; however, the 
direct 𝑐` path was found to be non-significant (p = .0875).  There was a significant 
conditional indirect effect of Task crafting on In-role performance through Self-focused EQ 
(β = -.0092; p = .0096).  The test of moderated mediation was significant: β = -.0031; SE = 
.0015; 95% CI [-.0063; -.0004], and zero did not span the CI.  This implies that the direct and 
indirect effects, as well as the conditional indirect effects, were different from one another 
with the addition of the moderator EQ (Hayes, 2013).  Furthermore, the second-stage 
moderated mediation model accounted for 15.03% of the variance in In-role performance 
when Task crafting was utilised.  H3a is thus accepted in the second stage.  Self-focused EQ 
was found to moderate the relationship between task conflict and in-role performance 
(through task crafting) in the second stage.  The conditional indirect effects are visually 
presented in Figure 8.  Significant conditional indirect effects were found for low (-1SD) and 
average (0 SD) values of Self-focused EQ.  This suggests that individuals who exhibit low to 
moderate levels of self-focused EQ will have a stronger positive relationship when using task 
crafting in order to perform their job duties when experiencing task conflict, compared to 
people with high self-focused EQ.  Figure 9 and 10 depict the overall direct and indirect 
effects of the moderated mediation conducted on Conceptual Model 1.  
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Table 4.8 
Conceptual Model 1: Moderated Mediation Results 
Conceptual Model 1 
(1st Stage) 
β SE t p 
CI 
(lower) 
CI 
(upper) 
X      M  (a)  .3061 .0800 3.8254 .0002* .1486 .4636 
M      Y (b) .1376 .0340 4.0522 . 001∗ .0708 . 2045
∗ 
X      Y ( 𝑐`) 
.093 .0463 2.0360 . 0427∗ .0031 .1854 
X*W       Y  
.004 .0098 .4099 .6822 -.0153 .0233 
Index of Moderated 
Mediation 
.0006 .0017   -.0034 .0034 
Note: X =Task conflict; M = Task crafting; W/V = Self-focused EQ; Y = In-role performance; ** p <. 001; 
*p < .005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Conceptual Model 1 
(2nd Stage) 
β SE t p 
CI 
(lower) 
CI 
(upper) 
X      M  (a)  .3352 .0776 4.3197 . 000
∗∗ .1824 .4879 
M      Y (b) .1274 .0330 3.8598 . 0001
∗∗ .0624 .1924 
X      Y (𝑐`) .0776 .0452 1.7145 .0875 -.0115 .1666 
M*V       Y  -.0092 .0035 -2.6089 . 0096
∗ -.0161 -.0022 
Index of Moderated 
Mediation 
-.0031 .0015   -.0063 −.0004
∗ 
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Figure 8.  Conditional indirect effects of task conflict on in-role performance through task 
crafting at values of self-focused EQ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9.  Conceptual Model 1 showing first-stage moderated mediation 
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Figure 10.  Conceptual Model 1 showing second-stage moderated mediation 
 
For Conceptual Model 2, a first- and second-stage moderated mediation was 
conducted using Hayes PROCESS Model 7 and 14 respectively.  Table 4.9 displays the 
moderated mediation results for Conceptual Model 1 (X = Relational conflict, M = 
Relational crafting, W/V = Others-focused EQ, Y = Extra-role performance).  Identical 
bootstrap samples and CI were used.  In both the first and second stage of the moderated 
mediation, the direct effect and interaction terms were non-significant (p > .05).  Although it 
is suggested that relationships not be disregarded based on p-values (Bangdiwala, 2016), it 
can still be concluded that moderated mediation did not occur, as zero spanned the CIs of the 
index of moderated mediation (first stage 95% CI (-.0047; .0015); second stage 95% CI 
[-.0006; .0011]).  H3b is therefore not accepted.  Figures 11 and 12 depict the overall direct 
and indirect effects of the moderated mediation conducted on Conceptual Model 2. 
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Table 4.9 
Conceptual Model 2: Moderated Mediation Results 
Conceptual Model 2 
(1st Stage) 
β SE t p 
CI 
(lower) 
CI 
(upper) 
X      M  (a)  -.1168 .0580 -2.0128 . 0451∗ -.2309 . −0026
∗ 
M      Y (b) .2123 .0316 6.7134 . 000∗∗ .1500 . 2745
∗ 
X      Y (𝑐`) 
.0372 .0329 1.1297 .2596 -.0276 .1020 
X*W       Y  
-.0075 .0063 -1.1891 .2354 -.0199 .0049 
Index of Moderated 
Mediation 
-.0016 .0016   -.0047 .0015 
Note: X =Relational conflict; M = Relational crafting; W/V = Others-focused EQ; Y = Extra-role performance; 
** p < .001; * p < .005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Conceptual Model 2 
(2nd Stage) 
β SE t p 
CI 
(lower) 
CI 
(upper) 
X      M  (a)  -.1213 .0606 -2.001 . 0464∗ -.2407 -.0020 
M      Y (b) .1714 .0326 5.2636 . 000∗∗ .1073 . 2355
∗ 
X      Y ( 𝑐`) 
.0306 .0323 .9473 .3443 -.0330 .0941 
M*V       Y  
-.0008 .0030 -.2736 .7846 -.0068 .0051 
Index of Moderated 
Mediation 
.0001 .0004   -.0006 .0011 
  
56 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 11.  Conceptual Model 2 showing first-stage moderated mediation 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 12.  Conceptual Model 2 showing second-stage moderated mediation 
 
4.7 Conclusion 
This chapter gave a detailed account of the results and their alignment with the 
study’s hypotheses.  Furthermore, each hypothesis was declared accepted or not accepted.  
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The following chapter provides a discussion of the findings, together with comparisons with 
existing literature.  The study’s contributions, limitations, and recommendations for future 
research are presented.  
  
  
58 
 
CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
5.1 Introduction 
In this chapter, the findings are corresponded with the hypotheses that were tested in 
the present study.  The results are compared to the results of previous studies and interpreted.   
5.2 Outline of research hypotheses  
In this study, two conceptual models were proposed to explore the relationships 
between four variables.  The main aim of Conceptual Model 1 was to explore the 
relationships between task conflict, task crafting, self-focused EQ, and in-role performance.  
Conceptual Model 2 explored the relationships between relational conflict, relational crafting, 
others-focused EQ, and extra-role performance.  This study explored these relationships with 
no demographical restrictions, but rather looked to understand the general employee 
experience.  More specifically, this study was aimed at uncovering relationships that may 
exist between variables by calculating direct, indirect, and conditional effects.  These effects 
were calculated by conducting mediation, and moderation- and moderated mediation analyses 
of both Conceptual Model 1 and 2.  The following hypotheses were tested: 
H1a: Task crafting mediates the relationship between task conflict and in-role performance. 
H1b: Relational crafting mediates the relationship between relational conflict and extra-role 
performance. 
H2a: Self-focused emotional intelligence moderates the relationship between task conflict 
and in-role performance.  
H2b: Others-focused emotional intelligence moderates the relationship between relational 
conflict and extra-role performance. 
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H3a: Self-focused emotional intelligence moderates the relationship between task conflict, 
task crafting, and in-role performance. 
H3b: Others-focused emotional intelligence moderates the relationship between relational 
conflict, relational crafting, and extra-role performance. 
5.3 Interpretation of Findings 
5.3.1 Conceptual Model 1 
5.3.1.1 Task Conflict, task crafting, and in-role performance (indirect effect) 
The results showed that task conflict had a direct and positive effect on in-role 
performance.  The results therefore suggest that employees are more effective when their job 
duties are challenging, or, likewise, when they encounter resistance when looking for a 
solution to a problem.  Task conflict involves all task-related challenges or disagreements 
encountered at work (Desivilya et al., 2010).  In-role performance, also referred to as task 
performance, encompasses the job duties that the employee is required to perform in order 
for effective role- and organisational functioning (Devonish & Greenidge, 2010).  The 
findings of Pelled, Eisenhardt, and Xin (1999), Hansen (2015), Wit, Greer, and Jehn (2012), 
and Lukasik (2009) supported this study’s finding that task conflict increases task 
performance.  Therefore, employees facing task conflict have been shown to make better 
task-related decisions at work. 
In addition, task conflict was found to positively effect task crafting, indicating that 
individuals are likely to craft their tasks when experiencing task conflict.  This finding is 
supported by research as employees were found to craft their tasks more when they faced 
challenges in their job tasks (Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2015) and when their workload 
increased (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).  These findings further support the notion that 
task crafting has a positive effect on an employees’ performance of their job tasks.  
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Therefore, H1a, stating that task crafting mediates the relationship between task conflict and 
in-role performance, was accepted.  Employees who confront task conflict through task 
crafting perform better in their specific task roles.  This result could be partly explained by 
the finding that employees who are proactive in dealing with the challenges at work perform 
better at their tasks (Tornau & Frese, 2013; Demerouti, 2014).  Likewise, Slemp, and Vella-
Brodrick (2013) found that, when employees craft their tasks, they are better able to satisfy 
their intrinsic needs (such as the need for autonomy and competence in their work tasks).  
Contrary to H1a, employees who craft as a means to decrease their challenging job demands 
(e.g., task conflict) may try to reduce their work responsibilities to the detriment of their 
overall task performance (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013).  
5.3.1.2 Task conflict, self-focused EQ, and in-role performance (simple moderation) 
Self-focused EQ is the act of understanding and regulating one’s own emotions 
(Pekaar, Bakker, Born, & Van der Linden, 2018).  The results of the present study showed 
that a significant positive relationship exists between self-focused EQ and in-role 
performance, which is in line with previous research by O'Boyle Jr., Humphrey, Pollack, 
Hawver, and Story (2011). Employees perform better in their job tasks when they are able to 
constructively deal with their emotions.  Based on the above findings, it is proposed that self-
focused EQ may well moderate the relationship between task conflict and in-role 
performance; thus, H2a was supported.  Employees experiencing task conflict are expected to 
perform better in their job tasks when they effectively control their emotions (Ayoko, Callan, 
& Härtel, 2008).  
The moderation effect was further analysed to understand the effects at low, average, 
and high levels of self-focused EQ.  In the present study, higher levels of self-focused EQ 
were expected to result in a positive effect of task conflict on in-role performance.  However, 
it was found that the relationship between task conflict and in-role performance is stronger 
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for employees with low and average levels of EQ, compared to those with high levels of self-
focused EQ.  This means that, for low and average levels of self-focused EQ, an increase in 
task conflict results in an increase in in-role performance.  This result is in line with that of 
Jordan, Ashkanasy, Härtel, and Hooper (2002), who posit that individuals focusing too much 
of their attention on their emotions negative affects their task performance.  Thus, this result 
indicates that self-focused EQ is beneficial, but not in excessive amounts.  
At high levels of self-focused EQ, task conflict has a weaker relationship with in-role 
performance.  High levels of self-focused EQ can be conceptualised as an employee who 
correctly identifies emotions that most others fail to recognise.  This result implies that 
employees who have high levels of self-focused EQ will not experience as great an increase 
in their task performance when experiencing an increase in task conflict.  This finding is 
contrary to what was expected, as Pekaar et al. (2018b) emphasise that individuals with high 
self-focused EQ will better identify which emotions are important to deal with at a given 
time, and which are not.  Furthermore, individuals who understand what they are feeling find 
solutions to their problems faster (Matthews, Roberts, & Zeidner, 2004).  In this regard to this 
finding, Ayoko, Callan, and Härtel (2008) caution against the overuse of emotion 
management when experiencing task conflict, as it has been shown to intensify the conflict, 
rather than steer the individuals closer to a solution (task performance).  This may then justify 
the need for employees to task craft, as well as display self-focused EQ, in order to overcome 
their task conflict, in order to perform.  Results from the moderated mediation analysis 
assisted in confirming that this is indeed true.  
5.3.1.3 Task conflict, task crafting, self-focused EQ, and in-role performance 
(conditional indirect effect) 
The results showed that all four variables showed significant positive correlations 
with one another.  The moderated mediation analysis of Conceptual Model 1 yielded a 
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significant result.  Self-focused EQ was found to be a significant moderator of the indirect 
effect of task conflict on in-role performance through task crafting in the second stage (H3a).  
Specifically, low and average levels of Self-focused EQ were stronger moderators of the path 
between Task crafting and In-role performance in the presence of Task conflict in the overall 
model.  Therefore, when task conflict is experienced, employees who choose to craft their 
tasks will perform better when they possess a low to average level of self-focused EQ.  
Interestingly, these results imply that not being able to regulate one’s own emotions (i.e. low 
levels of self-focused EQ) during times of increased task conflict still results in increased in-
role performance when task crafting is performed.  Therefore, we can assume that crafting 
plays a very important role in regulating the effects of conflict on in-role performance, 
especially if employees are less able to regulate their self-focused EQ.  We may also assume 
that emotions do not affect work behaviours to a great extent.  It may also be that the 
employees in this sample did not place importance on emotions when performing job tasks. 
In exploring the result for average levels of self-focused EQ, the ability to both 
acknowledge and control their emotions, even in a slight way, will enhance employees’ 
ability to craft successfully.  A possible reason for this is the enrichment that self-focused EQ 
offers to employees’ overall attitude towards and satisfaction with their job (Brunetto, Teo, 
Shacklock, & Farr‐Wharton, 2012).  This suggests that employees who are able to craft their 
tasks while not overly focused on their emotions will perform better.  This may be because 
the employees are able to prioritise the task.  Secondary support was found for Fredrickson’s 
(2001) finding that individuals who constructively handle their emotions will adapt their 
ways (e.g., task crafting), even when they are faced with adverse conditions (e.g., task 
conflict).  The results of the current study serve as further confirmation of the benefits that 
both task crafting and self-focused EQ could bring to employees’ ability to overcome their 
task difficulties, in order to perform.  Furthermore, certain levels of self-focused EQ 
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strengthen these relationships.  For example, the results showed that high levels of self-
focused EQ do not affect the indirect relationship.  Employees with high levels of self-
focused EQ possibly already manage their relationships; thus, we can say that task conflict 
does not affect their performance through task crafting.  We may then assume that these 
employees are better able to put their personal feelings aside when experiencing conflict, for 
the sake of achieving the task.   
5.3.2 Conceptual Model 2 
5.3.2.1 Relational conflict, relational crafting, and extra-role performance  
It is important to note that respondents experienced relational conflict to a certain 
degree, and indicated that they frequently engaged in extra-role activities.  Relational conflict 
is the interpersonal problems that exist amongst co-workers (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003), 
and therefore is considered to encompass negative emotions.  Extra-role performance 
involves showing care and concern for the well-being of colleagues, of one’s own accord 
(Goodman & Svyantek, 1999).  The relationship between Relational conflict and Extra-role 
performance was non-significant, and the two variables had close to zero relationship with 
one another in the correlation and regression analyses.  This suggests that, when employees 
are faced with relational conflict, their extra-role performance is not directly affected.  This 
may be due to employees choosing to distance the two experiences, so as not to cause further 
discord in their workplace relationships (Trougakos, Beal, Green, & Weiss, 2008).  
Additionally, Schreurs, Van Emmerik, Günter, and Germeys (2012) found that extra-role 
performance was likely to be intrinsically initiated by employees, and not contextually 
reliant.  Based on extant literature (De Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012), it was expected that these 
two variables would have a negative direct relationship.  
Despite the fact that the variables did not relate as expected, the model still yielded 
some significant results.  Relational conflict had a direct negative effect on Relational 
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crafting, meaning that the more relational conflict is experienced at work, the less employees 
will craft relationally.  Relational job crafting involves employees changing their behaviour, 
in a positive way, towards their colleagues (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012), for example, 
making an effort to get to know people at work.  In addition, the finding may be attributable 
to relational crafting requiring a positive interpersonal work dynamic (Gilson & Shalley, 
2004), where employees feel psychologically safe (Caldwell & O’Reilly, 2003), neither of 
which is facilitated by relational conflict.  Relational crafting was found to have a positive 
direct effect on extra-role performance.  This corroborated with findings of Niessen, Weseler, 
and Kostova (2016) and Rudolph, Katz, Lavigne, and Zacher (2017), who found that 
employees who consistently go out of their way to connect with others (extra-role 
performance) craft their work from a social perspective (relational crafting).  
Overall, relational crafting did not mediate the relationship between relational conflict 
and extra-role performance (H1b).  This was contradictory to the finding of Gardner, Pickett, 
and Brewer (2000) that there is a natural effort made by employees to socially belong, and, to 
do so, they spend time forming connections with their colleagues.  Therefore, it was thought 
that, when employees experience relational conflict, they may want to neutralise hostility 
(through relational crafting), in order to connect once more with their colleagues (extra-role 
performance).  However, this proved not to be true in the present study.  A possible reason 
for this could be, if people are experiencing relational conflict, they may be less likely to 
socialise with their colleagues. Slemp and Vella-Broderick (2013) further point out that 
relational crafting measures the extent to which employees will go out of their way to relate 
to and socialise with others.  
5.3.2.2 Relational conflict, others-focused EQ, and extra-role performance  
Overall, the respondents indicated that they display others-focused EQ behaviours at 
work.  Others-focused EQ involves an employee understanding and adjusting to the emotions 
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of others, in this instance, their colleagues, and is considered a prosocial behaviour (Pekaar et 
al., 2018a).  The results of the present study showed that others-focused EQ has a positive 
direct effect on extra-role performance. This means that employees who have the ability to 
handle the emotions of others will perform better at tasks that are related to improving the 
lives of their colleagues (Gardner & Stough, 2002).  Others-focused EQ has been found to be 
beneficial when the situation requires the altering of an individual’s disposition (Pekaar et al., 
2018a), such as when relational conflict occurs between colleagues.  Therefore, it was 
proposed that others-focused EQ would moderate the relationship between relational conflict 
and extra-role performance.  However, the results showed that the interaction of relational 
conflict and others-focused EQ does not significantly impact extra-role performance (H2b).  
This may be explained by the lasting negative effects that relational conflict has on an 
employee’s mood (Meier, Gross, Spector, & Semmer, 2013), and, in response, the tendency 
of altruistic employees (who display others-focused EQ and extra-role performance 
behaviours) to feel depleted faster when faced with conflict, resulting in an inability to help 
others (Ruci, 2011).  However, opposing research found others-focused EQ to be useful in 
demanding work situations, such as handling different types of personalities in a conflict 
situation (Farh, Seo, & Tesluk, 2012).  
5.3.2.3 Relational conflict, relational crafting, others-focused EQ, and extra-role 
performance  
The present study found that the indirect effect of Relational conflict on Extra-role 
performance, through Relational crafting, was not moderated by Others-focused EQ in the 
either the first or second stage (H3b).  In conceptualising the hypothesised relationship 
between the above variables, the indirect relationship between relational conflict with extra-
role performance, through relational crafting, was understood as a change that an employee is 
required to navigate by making decisions that will benefit others.  H1b and H2b were not 
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accepted, as there was little empirical evidence to suggest that moderated mediation would 
occur (as Others-focused EQ failed to moderate the relationship between Relational conflict 
and Extra-role performance, and Relational crafting did not mediate the relationship between 
Relational conflict and Extra-role performance).  This was contrary to previous research that 
advocated that prosocial behaviours (such as relational crafting and extra-role performance) 
depend on prosocial traits (such as others-focused EQ) (Finkelstein, 2011; Schutte, 2001).  It 
was also found that the ability to regulate the emotions of others eased dealings with 
workplace dilemmas (e.g., relational conflict) (Côté, Kraus, Cheng, Oveis, Van der Löwe, 
Lian, & Keltner, 2011).  Furthermore, a meta-analytical study found that this relationship was 
stronger in job roles that required interpersonal contact (Joseph & Newman, 2010).  
A potential explanation for the lack of moderated mediation is that Relational conflict 
did not correlate with Others-focused EQ and Extra-role performance in the first place, 
thereby suggesting no relationship exists amongst those variables.  This may be explained by 
Eslami and Arshadi’s (2016) finding that competition in the workplace causes employees to 
withdraw from prosocial behaviours (e.g., extra-role performance), as helping fellow 
colleagues did not ensure an increase in their own growth and performance.  Moreover, jobs 
require both self- and others-focused EQ (Elfenbein, 2016).  Liu, Prati, Perrewe, and Ferris 
(2008) proposed that, even when the situation requires an others-focused approach (relational 
conflict, relational crafting, and extra-role performance), a certain level of self-focus may 
enhance employees’ efforts and motivation.  This may be explored in future studies.  
5.4 Value of the proposed research  
Conflict within organisations is inevitable, and employees are expected to manage 
their own behaviour in order to perform optimally.  Through this study, organisations may be 
enlightened regarding the influence of emotional intelligence, and, therefore, be aware of the 
benefits it could bring, such as increased employee ability to navigate conflict.  This study 
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may guide organisations to understand the self-driven behaviours employees embark on, such 
as task- and relational crafting, in order to perform, regardless of the conflict they experience 
at work.  By analysing these relationships, organisations may better equip their employees 
with the internal resources needed to perform.  
This study identified a statistically significant conceptual model that indicates the 
relationships between task conflict, task crafting, self-focused EQ, and in-role performance 
within the South African context.  The study has shown that South African employees 
frequently experience both task- and relational conflict at work.  As managers require 
employees to overcome conflict swiftly and perform their job duties, it would be useful to 
identify the benefits of task crafting and self-focused EQ to serve such means.  More 
importantly, this study confirms that low and average levels of self-focused EQ aid the 
strengthening of the positive consequences of task crafting in order to perform.  Recruiters 
and line managers may benefit from this knowledge, as it suggests that EQ may be an 
important factor to consider when hiring or retaining talent, but that not all levels of EQ are 
beneficial.  
5.5 Limitations of the study 
Although the study yielded some significant results, limitations were evident.  Firstly, 
emotional intelligence was measured using a self-report instrument; this may have caused 
some respondents giving socially desirable responses (Brackett, Rivers, Shiffman, Lerner, & 
Salovey, 2006).  Future research may look to include ratings from supervisors and/or 
colleagues, especially in research relating to performance, where people may rate their 
performance higher than what it is (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012).  Furthermore, due to the 
use of a convenience sampling technique, the sample consisted of predominantly white, 
female respondents, and, therefore, the results are not generalisable to the larger population.  
Future research should focus on including more people from diverse backgrounds.  The study 
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followed a cross-sectional design, and future research should focus on obtaining scores on 
conflict, job crafting, and performance over time.  Lastly, the sample consisted of employees 
from a wide array of professions and industries; therefore, the identified relationships may 
not be applicable to a specific work context.  
5.6 Recommendations for future research 
Self- and others-focused EQ have received little research attention in the South 
African context.  Therefore, the present research may enable researchers to further explore 
EQ in the South African workforce, together with the role it plays in other relationships and 
outcomes, for example, exploring whether a combination of self- and others-focused EQ is 
more likely to positively impact South African employees’ ability to navigate workplace 
conflict in order to perform.  Overall, not much is known about self-focused and others-
focused EQ (Pekaar et al., 2018) in the South African context, and researchers, as well as 
companies, should focus on these concepts to gain a better understanding.  
The current study, using scales, provides situational context to how the constructs 
under investigation relate to the workplace.  For example, it was hypothesised that employees 
experiencing relational conflict will take up relational crafting in order to increase their extra-
role performance, and, furthermore, that this relationship would be moderated by others-
focused EQ. Although this relationship proved to be non-significant, future research could 
target industries that require more relational and people-focused work, such as social work or 
nursing.  Brotheridge and Grandey (2002) found that professionals in these occupations 
are required to adapt their emotions more regularly than non-human-service 
professionals.  Others-focused EQ may then prove to be a greater influence in professions 
that involve more relational-type work.  
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5.7 Conclusion 
The findings of this study contribute to the body of knowledge in terms of identifying 
the significant relationships between task conflict, task crafting, and self-focused EQ, and the 
effects these yield in terms of in-role performance.  Additionally, this study produced non-
significant results regarding the relational aspects of conflict and crafting, their interaction 
with others-focused EQ, and whether these relationships affect extra-role performance.  Even 
though these relationships and effects proved not to be significant, reasons were explored, 
using existing literature.  All the findings were compared with previous research, thereby 
contributing to extant literature.  The limitations of the study were noted, and 
recommendations were made for future researchers, in hopes of continuing the expansion of 
the body of knowledge regarding task conflict, task crafting, and self-focused EQ, and the 
effects these yield in terms of in-role performance, which could ultimately enhance 
organisational performance.  
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